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Modeling change over time: An overview

Abstract

Despite the broad-based interest in estimating and explaining differences in individual growth rates, students with disabllities are often excluded
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students with Academically/Intellectually Gifted, Specific
Learning Disability or Speech Language exceptionality codes

= Significant variance between schools in growth for students with
Specific Learning Disability exceptionality code

Figure 1. State reading test scores as function of time and
categorization as having a specific learning disabllity or not.
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schools before exceptionality was taken into account

* \When exceptionality was taken into account, the proportion of variance
between schools was much greater for growth than within schools

» Taken together, results reveal heterogeneity within and between
disablility categories and between schools
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